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U.S. Department of Justice 

United States Attorney 
Northern District of California 


11th Floor, Federal Building (4jj) 436-7200 

450 Golden Gate Avenue, Box 36055 

San Francisco, California 94102 FAX:(415) 436-7234 


December 15, 2000 


Alan Dressier, Esq. 

633 Battery Street 
Suite 635 

San Francisco, California 94111 

Re: United States v. Raymond Chow 

Cr. 92-0260-DLJ 


Dear Alan: 

As you know, with your permission and in your presence, I have had a number of 
conversations with your client, Raymond Chow, concerning various aspects of his cooperation 
with the United States. Based upon those conversations, it has become clear to me that there is a 
need to clarify certain facts and, perhaps, correct certain misconceptions concerning the 
cooperation agreement and the future events that will take place. This letter constitutes the 
formal position of the United States in this regard. 

Flea Agreement 

On August 10, 2000, your client executed a plea agreement with the United States in 
which he pled guilty to count one of the superseding indictment charging him with a violation of 
RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c). As clearly stated at the change of plea and in the plea agreement, 
itself, this is the sole and complete document setting forth the mutual rights and obligations of 
the parties. It is imperative that Mr. Chow rely only upon this document. 

Cooperation Agreement 


Paragraphs 9, 10, 19, and 20 o the plea agreement set forth the provisions governing your 
client s cooperation with the United States. In essence, the cooperation agreement requires Mr. 
Chow to fully and completely cooperate with the United States in all criminal investigations 
concerning which he has knowledge. As you know, Special Agents of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation have conducted a number of debriefings of Mr. Chow and I am pleased to state that 
both they and I are of the opinion that Mr. Chow’s cooperation has, to date, been exemplaiy. He 
has, in our opinion, truthfully responded to all questions and has not fabricated or invented 
answers in response to questions on unfamiliar topics. Obviously, Mr. Chow’s obligation to 
cooperate is ongoing and we will continually evaluate his efforts, you should advise him that we 
are fully satisfied with his efforts to date. 
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I am aware that Mr. Chow, his wife, and immediate family has many questions 
concerning the Witness Security Program. I am not in a position to answer those questions as the 
details of the entry into the program, the realities of the day to day aspects of the program (both 
in custody and out of custody), and the services available to participants can only be provided by 
the United States Marshals Program. However, prior to the final processing, Mr. Chow (and I 
assume his family) will be briefed on the realities of the program. The Marshals have advised 
me that they will not permit family visits except in conjunction with the WSP application 
process. I have requested review of this policy but the Marshals are adamant While the 
facility of incarceration might agree to a family visit, it appears that the only such contact we can 
arrange with the U.S. Marshals must await the WSP application process. 

Again, please understand that I do not know and, therefore, can make no commitment 
whatsoever, concerning the operational components of the program (for example, how the 
transition works from custodial to non-custodial status). What is clear, however, is that die WSP 
requires an extensive commitment on the part of the participant. Mr. Chow has never articulated 
to me whether he believes that the security concerns he faces truly demands entry into the 
program. Therefore, I would feel far more comfortable if he were, either directly or through you, 
unambiguously state that he is desirous of entering the program. 

INS Issues 

Paragraph 22 of the plea agreement governs the procedures surro unding the S Visa 
program. While the request for S visa status will not arise until the completion of the time of 
incarceration, the United States Attorneys Office for this District has made a preliminary 
determination that the conditions required for the United States Attorney to seek an S Visa have 
been met. Obviously, your client must continue to fully and completely cooperate with the 
United States in order to so qualify, but I am confident that, with such cooperation, Mr. Chow’s 
visa status will be successfully resolved. 

San Francisco District Attorney 

The United States continues to work with you in seeking the necessary immuni ty order 
from the San Francisco District Attorneys Office concerning your client. I propose that we 
schedule a meeting with that office so as to move this matter forward. Obviously, to the extent 
that such an agreement leads to further assistance by your client, the United States would 
consider such cooperation in assessing the final amount of any downward departure. Therefore, 
it is in the best interests of all parties to press this matter with the San Francisco authorities. 

Hong Kong Matter 

1 our client advised the Special Agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation that a 
former codefendant in this case might be desirous of entering into a cooperation agreement with 
the United States and returning to this nation. If that is the case, please so advise and provide any 
and all contact information so that we can commence the extensive paperwork necessary to 
achieve that goal. 
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Timing of Cooperation 


On each of the occasions that Mr. Chow has spoken with me, he has displayed a 
frustration at what he considers to be the slow pace of the cooperation. While I certainly 
understand his desire to move forward, it is imperative that you explain to him the fact that this 
case is actually moving forward efficiently and expeditiously. It has been less than four months 
since Mr. Chow executed his plea agreement and commenced cooperation in this case. During 

ha time > oi course » Mr- Chow continues to receive credit for time served and , with the exception 
of the changed venue of his incarceration, the cooperation agreement has not had any other 
impact on his imprisonment conditions. In any ease, Mr. Chow needs to understand that the 
timing and specifics of Ms cooperation efforts is at the sole discretion of the United States. 


However, you are authorized to explain to Mr. Chow that a number of developments have 
occurred which might expedite the process in the future. First, the discovery and trial preparation 
m the case of Unfted States v. Peter Chong, Cr. 92-0260-DLJ, has moved forward and I am 
fi' - thi a trial date in 2001 is now not only feasible but likely. Second, the Federal Bureau 
oi Investigation has now completed the general debriefing of Mr. Chow. The next step in the 
process will be commencement of actual trial preparation which will involve: (1) review of 
transcripts and tapes of telephone conversations involving Mr. Chow, Peter Chong, and others* 

2) review of evidentiary materials seized during the criminal investigation; and (3) organizing* 
the outline of your testimony. • ° ® 


1 he aI 1 reparation efforts set forth above will commence directly after the Christmas 
holidays and I plan on meeting with yon on a fairly regular basis starting in January 2001 As 

discussw below one of the issues that must be resolved is the location of the trial preparation 
and the Witness Security Program v v un 


Sentencing Issues 


On a number of occasions, your client has, in good faith I am sure, misstated not only the 
nature of the plea agreement concerning his projected sentence but also the nature of the 

! ; ? ! f 0n( ? m he wlU be servin S the remainder of his sentence. I think it is critical that 

he folly understand the promises and commitments made by the United States. Failure to so 

unerstand win not only be frustrating to Mr. Chow but could harm his effectiveness as a witness 
m future criminal proceedings. witness 

Mr. how was arr :ed by federal law enforcement officials on May 3 1 1992 and hac 
been m continual custody since that time. On August 30, 1 996, Mr. Chow was’sentenced by 
Judge D. Lowell Jensen to 280 months incarceration as a result of his being convicted. Thus 
pn to any app it g ^ time credits. Mr. Chow has served approximately 103 months 
of h.8 sentence of 280 months. While the United States Attorneys Office has no control over toe 
calculation or application of good time credit, it is my understanding that it accrues at an 
approximate rate of slightly less than two months per year. That credit, if applied, would in 
effect, result m the addition of 18 months (nine years times approximately two months) to the 
103 months already served, resulting in service to date of approximately 121 months. 
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Under the terms of the plea agreement (governing the entry of plea to the RICO count), 
the maximum sentence that Mr. Chow could receive for the RICO conviction is 240 months. * 
Paragraph 1 8 of the plea agreement provides that the 240 month RICO sentence will be served 
concurrently to the 280 month sentence. Thus, imposition of the RICO sentence will have no 
impact on the total length of incarceration served by Mr. Chow. 

In paragraph 10 of the plea agreement, the United States advised defendant Chow that, 
assuming and complete cooperation, the government would consider a downward departure 
motion to a sentence of not less than 140 months (exactly 50 % of the original 280 month 
sentence). While the plea agreement unambiguously recognizes that the amount of departure to 
be within the sound discretion of the United States, I believe it is fair to conclude that, assuming 
Mr. Chow continues to fully and completely cooperate as he has done to date, the government 
will likely move for that downward departure. Again, however, it is critical that Mr. Chow 
recognize that no final decision has been made and will not be made until completion of the 
cooperation provided by him. 

Should the United States opt to move for downward departure, the resulting s en te n ce of 
defendant Chow would be reduced to 140 months. As stated above, because Mr. Chow has 
already served approximately 121 months (actual time plus credit for good time), he would have 
approximately 19 months remaining on his incarceration. However, because I believe he will 
continue to accrue good credit time, the actual remaining time will be reduced at the rate of two 
months per year. 


While I will be glad to further explain any aspect of these calculati ons, I urge you to fully 
advise Mr. Chow that the United States will not and cannot alter these figures. Given file fact 
that Mr. Chow was, in August of this year, facing an additional twelve years in prison, his 
possible release in approximately 1 / months certainly constitutes an enormous reduction in Ms 
- 1 7 7 on. In any case, I want there to be no misunderstanding concerning these issues 

so please let me know if there are any questions that your client has concerning these matters. 

Witness Security 

Paragraph 21 of the plea agreement governs your client’s enrollment in the Witness 
Program. As I indicated to you, the application package is completed and I can submit 
the materials as early as Monday. However, as I have previously stated to Mr. Chow and you, 
the moment the actual package is submitted, the United States Marshals Service will take custody 
of Mr. Chow, administer the various tests and interviews necessary for a final determination of 
Mr. Chow’s entry into the program, and move him away from the Northern District of California. 
Accordingly, 1 must receive from Mr. Chow a final decision as to when he wishes the WSP 
processing to commence. I continue to urge that we move quickly in this regard and, unless I 
hear to the contrary, I shall submit the WSP application on Monday, December 18, 2001. It bears 
repeating, as stated in the plea agreement, that the ultimate determination of entry into the 
program, rests with the WSP. 
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Co-Defendants Status 

Please advise your client that codefendants Anna Ma and Corey Shing will be sentenced 
in January or February, 2001 . I again reiterate that Mr. Chow cannot and should not attempt to 
influence that sentencing. The United States believes that Ms. Ma will be sentenced to home 
detention, community service, and probation but that decision is taken wholly independently of 
this case. 

Pursuant to the information provided by Mr. Chow, the United States is in contact with 
codefendant Andy Li (through his attorney, Mark Rosenbush) and Jin Kok Lee (through his 
attorney Kim Kruglick). Please instruct Mr. Chow not to have any contact, directly or indirectly, 
with either individual. Any such contact must be through this office and their attorneys and Mr. 
Chow is not authorized to have communications with these individuals. 

I hope that this letter has clarified the many issues that exist in this case. I will be pleased 
to meet with Mr. Chow and you, after you have reviewed the letter, to clarify any further matters. 



Sincerely, 


Assistant United States Attorney 


